3 viewpoint results from studying behaviour as from inside the system. (Pike 1967: 37) There is no sense that either perspective is inherently superior to the other, and CA does not claim that social actions and emic perspectives are inherently more important than language or etic perspectives per se; it is simply the case that CA's unrelenting aim is to portray social action in interaction from an emic perspective. What CA means by an emic perspective, however, is not merely the participants' perspective, but the perspective from within the sequential environment in which the social actions were performed. Here the interactants talk their social world into being by employing the context-free interactional architecture in context-sensitive ways. The participants display in the interaction those terms of reference which they employ and these provide us with access to the emic perspective.
This point can be illustrated using an example from Bloch (this volume) which reveals how a dysarthric individual is able to co-construct words and multi-word utterances with the help of another person. The norms of turn-taking in conversation (Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson 1974) specify that one speaker usually speaks at a time and that turns may be exchanged when a turn-constructional unit is complete; this constitutes the context-free machinery. Although the mother (M) does not follow these norms, we understand the significance of her social acts by reference to them.
The degree of M's help in co-construction is indexed and documented by the intervention of repetition before TCUs are complete and by the candidate expansions.
In other words, the interactants perform their social actions precisely by normative reference to the model of turn-taking. The interactional organizations (turn-taking, 4 sequence, repair and preference) themselves are stated in context-free terms, but the vital point is that participants employ these context-free organizations in a contextsensitive way to display their social actions. It is because the participants (and we as analysts) are able to identify the gap between the context-free model and its contextsensitive implementation that they (and we as analysts) are able to understand the social significance of the context-sensitive implementation. So the CA conception of an emic perspective cannot be disembedded from the sequential context, which provides the interface between context-free architecture and context-sensitive implementation. This is why CA considers that interviewing participants post-hoc cannot provide an emic perspective as understood here.
Research Methods and Concepts
It follow from the discussion above that CA's aim to develop an emic perspective on talk means that many of its assumptions and practices will necessarily be radically different from research methodologies with different goals. At this point I will attempt to position CA in relation to typical social science research methods and concepts such as validity, reliability, generalisability, epistemology, quantification and triangulation, as well as explicating the CA position on 'context'. The aim of this section is to facilitate mutual understanding between the different paradigms in which CA, linguistics and social sciences operate. A number of points need to be made beforehand. Firstly, qualitative researchers often object that the concepts of validity and reliability derive from quantitative approaches and sometimes propose alternative criteria to be applied to qualitative research; these issues are discussed by Bryman (2001: 31-2). Secondly, as Peräkylä (1997: 216) notes, 'The specific techniques of 5 securing reliability and validity in different types of qualitative research are not the same.' Thirdly, the goal of developing an emic perspective on naturally occurring interaction means that CA has had to develop many procedures and practices which are rather different to mainstream research methodologies. Fourthly, Peräkylä (1997: 202) notes that, until his own publication, there had been 'no accessible discussions available on issues of validity and reliability in conversation analytic studies.' This does not mean that CA practitioners have not been interested in these issues. On the contrary, it may be argued that all CA work has been (on one level) an attempt at a process exposition of what exactly is involved in and meant by ensuring validity and reliability in the analysis of talk. However, CA practitioners have often phrased the discussion in terms which are only accessible to other practitioners, with the unintended result that the CA perspective has often been misunderstood by social science and linguistic researchers. analyses is not available for scrutiny. By contrast, it is standard practice for CA studies to include the transcripts of the data, and increasingly to make audio and video 6 files available electronically via the Web. Furthermore, because CA studies (as exemplified in this collection) display their analyses, they make transparent the process of analysis for the reader. This enables the reader to analyse the data themselves, to test the analytical procedures which the author has followed and the validity of his/her analysis and claims. In this way, all of the analyses of data in this collection are rendered repeatable and replicable to the reader in so far as this is possible. For example, Packett (this volume) describes how he recorded expert interviewers using insertion sequences and also noticed that his student interviewers failed to produce these sequences in the practice interview situation. His chapter provides sufficient information to permit others to replicate his procedure with other groups of journalism students. Is Packett's analysis reliable? The analysis was originally presented at a seminar for comment and was then peer-reviewed by a number of editors and reviewers. Indeed, it is standard practice for CA practitioners to take their data and analyses to data workshops and to send their work to other practitioners for comment before sending them for publication. Most importantly, however, the data and the analysis are publicly available for challenge by any reader; in many other research methodologies readers do not have access to these.
Internal Validity
We will now consider four kinds of validity in relation to qualitative research: internal, external, ecological and construct validity (Bryman 2001: 30) . Internal validity is concerned with the soundness, integrity and credibility of findings. Do the data prove what the researcher says they prove or are there alternative explanations?
Many CA procedures which seem strange to non-practitioners are based on a concern 7 for ensuring internal validity whilst developing an emic perspective, which reflects the participants' perspective rather than the analyst's. How do CA analysts know what the participants' perspective is? Because the participants document their social actions to each other in the details of the interaction by normative reference to the interactional organizations, as explained above. We as analysts can access the emic perspective in the details of the interaction and by reference to those same organizations. Clearly, the details of the interaction themselves provide the only justification for claiming to be able to develop an emic perspective. Therefore, CA practitioners make no claims beyond what is demonstrated by the interactional detail without destroying the emic perspective and hence the whole internal validity of the enterprise.
Ten Have (1999: 27 ) details a number of aspects of CA practice which often astound non-practitioners. These can be explained (from one angle) as being absolutely necessary in order to maintain validity in an emic perspective. The first aspect Ten Have mentions is obsession with 'trivial' detail. However, since the emic perspective can only be portrayed by reference to the minute interactional detail, this is vital.
Secondly, CA does not tend to use existing theories of language, society, psychology etc. to explain the interaction. This would replace the emic perspective with an analyst's perspective, unless it can be shown in the details of the interaction that the participants themselves are orienting to such theories. Thirdly, CA allegedly refuses to take context into account as it declines to invoke 'obviously relevant' contextual features such as participants' social status, gender, race etc. Since there are an indefinite number of 'external' aspects of cultural, social or personal identity or context which could be potentially relevant to any given instance of talk-in-interaction, an emic analysis must show which of these innumerable, potentially relevant characteristics are actually procedurally relevant to those participants at that moment; this can only be accomplished by analysing the details of the interaction. Benwell and Stokoe (this volume), for example, avoid the a priori assumption that resistance to academic identity is linked to gender in UK university tutorials. They find that both male and female students use the same interactional strategies to resist academic identity and conclude that the participants themselves do not display an orientation to gender in this regard. Similarly, Egbert (this volume) considers the extent to which the category 'non-native' is procedurally relevant to the interaction.
External Validity
External validity is concerned with generalizability or the extent to which the findings can be generalized beyond the specific research context. A typical criticism of qualitative studies is that they are context-bound and therefore weak in terms of external validity. Peräkylä (1997: 214) points out that generalizability 'is closely dependent on the type of conversation analytic research' and indeed there is variation in the generalizability of the studies in this collection. It is sometimes not appreciated that CA studies may analyse on the micro and macro level simultaneously. So, by explicating the organization of the micro-interaction in a particular social setting, CA studies may at the same time be providing some aspects of a generalizable description of the interactional organization of the setting. This is the case because interaction is seen as rationally organized in relation to social goals (Levinson 1992: 71) . CA studies in effect work on the particular and the general simultaneously; by analysing 9 individual instances, the machinery which produced these individual instances is revealed: 'The point of working with actual occurrences, single instances, single events, is to see them as the products of a 'machinery' … The ethnomethodological objective is to generate formal descriptions of social actions which preserve and display the features of the machinery which produced them' (Benson and Hughes
1991: 130-131).
For example, Bloch's chapter (this volume) makes the generalizable point that different research methodological approaches provide different pictures of the same individual's communicative competence. A focus on the individual in dysarthric speech production using a speech signal intelligibility model tends to provides a 'deficit' picture, with the degree of severity being based upon a perceptual or instrumental analysis. Seen from this perspective, dysarthria is a medical label that describes a form of speech production but does not indicate the consequences of that production upon conversation or social action. Bloch, by contrast, reveals how the dysarthric individual is able to co-construct words and multi-word utterances with the help of another person, so the picture presented is one of competencies 2 .
Ecological validity
Ecological validity is concerned with whether findings are applicable to people's everyday life; laboratory experiments in the social sciences can often be weak in terms of ecological validity. CA practitioners typically record naturally occurring talk in its authentic social setting, attempting to develop an emic, holistic perspective and to portray how the interactants perform their social actions through talk by reference 10 to the same interactional organizations which the interactants are using. 
Construct Validity, Epistemology and Ontology
In this section I will consider construct validity, epistemology and ontology together.
Construct validity 3 is a vital concept in a positivistic, quantitative paradigm (Bryman 2001). However, in an emic paradigm the question is: whose construct is it?
Typically, descriptivist linguists look for etically specifiable methods of description, so that an analyst can match surface linguistic features of the interaction to constructs and categories. In an emic perspective, however, we are looking for constructs to which participants orient during interaction, which is not necessarily the same thing.
Epistemologically, CA is based on ethnomethodology, (for a discussion, see Heritage the object of study is simply whatever the interactants actually orient to during the interaction.
The constructs which are revealed by CA are those to which the participants themselves orient during interaction, rather than those which may be pre-specified in a priori fashion by analysts. The knowledge which is created is that of the social world, social phenomena and categories which are talked into being in a sequential environment by the participants themselves. From a broader perspective, CA creates knowledge of how social acts are performed in interaction and of how interaction itself is organized. Ontologically, CA studies that which the interactants themselves 13 make relevant or talk into being. The constructs studied are therefore those which have reality for the interactants.
Quantification
The short and simple way to present the CA attitude to quantification would be to state that CA is a qualitative methodology which tries to develop an emic perspective, so quantification is generally of peripheral interest to CA practitioners. It has often been mistakenly reported that quantification is prohibited in CA. However, informal or methodological quantification has been widely used from the beginnings of CA. Schegloff et al. (1977) , for example, report self-correction as 'vastly more common than other-correction'. The classic statement of the CA position on quantification is Schegloff (1993), who warns specifically against premature quantification in relation to superficially identifiable interactional phenomena, which will tend to divert our attention from detailed analysis of individual instances. As Schegloff (1993: 114) puts it, 'Quantification is no substitute for analysis. ' Nevertheless, Heritage (1999: 70) considers the likelihood that CA will become more quantitative during the next period of its development and identifies (1995: 404) a number of possible uses for statistics in CA:
• As a means of isolating interesting phenomena.
• As a means of consolidating intuitions which are well defined, but where the existence of a practice is difficult to secure without a large number of cases.
• In cases in which independent findings about a conversational practice can have indirect statistical support.
• In almost all cases where a claim is made that the use or outcome of a particular interactional practice is tied to particular social or psychological categories, such as gender, status etc. statistical support will be necessary.
Gardner's chapter (this volume) provides an excellent example of quantification which is built on and complementary to CA qualitative analysis. Gardner's CA analysis of a mother and a therapist working on speech with the same child identifies two phenomena (length of bout and the focus of repair-initiation) as constituting significant differences in approach by the two adults, the CA analysis uncovering an emic logic which connects the two phenomena. Schegloff (1993: 114) notes that 'We need to know what the phenomena are, how they are organized, and how they are related to each other as a precondition for cogently bringing methods of quantitative analysis to bear on them' and in Gardner's chapter this stage has been reached.
Quantification then confirms that there is an overall significant difference in length of bout in relation to the two adults. Furthermore, Gardner quantifies different turn types which had previously been identified during the CA stage, relating these findings to the therapeutic outcomes achieved by the therapist and the mother. When considering applications of CA in professional and institutional contexts, we should take into account that many professions and institutions use numerical data as a prime source of evidence for their decision-making. Therefore, Gardner's combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches is likely to strengthen the professional credibility of her claims.
Triangulation and Ethnographic Data Sources
Given the emic goal of CA, there is no substitute for detailed and in-depth analysis of individual sequences; interviews, questionnaires and observations are not able to provide this, which is why triangulation and other data-gathering techniques typical of ethnography are not generally undertaken. However, there is currently a movement to integrate CA and ethnography. Recent papers (Auer 1995; Silverman 1999) have attempted a rapprochement between these two methodological approaches.
Silverman's basic argument is that the two approaches are compatible and may be applied to the same instances of talk. An initial CA analysis of how participants locally produce context for their interaction can be followed by an ethnographic analysis of why questions about institutional and cultural constraints, thus moving from the micro to the macro levels. Auer (1995: 427) carefully relate gaze activity in a sequential location to the activities of referring and addressing and demonstrate that children diagnosed as autistic can deploy 'competent and sophisticated eye gaze practice.' Sequential location, then, provides a 'context' for the significance of gaze. Vowel-marking by Japanese novice ESL learners has been generally treated as an L1 interference phenomenon. However, Carroll's chapter (this volume) shows that learners systematically and strategically employ vowel-marking as part of forward-oriented repair, so that sequential location determines where vowelmarking is most likely to occur. In Carroll's data, vowel-marking tends to precede intra-turn pauses (oh dees dees is-u (0.22)) and to precede a sought-for-item (it's-u: raining).
Themes for Development
In this final section I tie together themes which have emerged in the collection and look to possible future research developments. 
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2 Bloch (personal communication) points out that we cannot generalize that all dysarthric conversations are like those analysed here. However, because they appear so unusual, they require a method that allows us to describe the mechanism beneath the surface individuality.
3 Construct validity has to do with the question of 'whether a measure that is devised of a concept really does reflect the concept that it is supposed to be denoting' (Bryman 2001: 30) . position with respect to quantitative and qualitative research. This is that it is possible to distinguish differences between quantitative and qualitative research strategies in terms of the role of theory in research, epistemology and ontology. However, these should be seen as tendencies and there are complex interconnections between the two strategies. Furthermore, in some circumstances and if carefully planned, the two strategies may be combined in multi-strategy research.
